Abstract: This paper focuses on the evolution of the Old Indo-Aryan reciprocal pronoun anyo'nya-as well as some related forms, tracing its grammaticalization from the early Vedic period onwards until the beginning of the Middle Indic period. On the basis of a comparison of the history of this formation with similar processes documented in some other Indo-European branches (Greek, Slavic etc.), I uncover some basic mechanisms and scenarios of the evolution of reciprocal constructions attested in the history of Indo-Aryan languages in a diachronic typological context, offering a number of typological generalizations on the diachrony of reciprocals.
Introductory remarks
The present paper deals with the evolution of the Indo-Aryan reciprocal pronoun as well as a number of related formations, tracing its development from a combination of two independent words (anyó . . . anyá-) to one single grammaticalized unit, the reciprocal pronoun anyo'nya-. I will demonstrate that the history of this form provides amazingly rich evidence for a diachronic typology of reciprocal constructions. The introductory Section 2 offers necessary definitions, drawing special attention to the importance of evidence from Indo-Aryan for a diachronic typology of reciprocals. Section 3 scrutinizes the main stages of the grammaticalization of the most productive Old Indo-Aryan marker of reciprocity, the reciprocal pronoun anyo'nya-. Section 4 offers a brief discussion of the competing reciprocal markers, paras-para-and itaretara-in late (post-Vedic) Old Indo-Aryan texts. Section 5 gives a brief overview of the reflexes of anyo'nya-in Middle IndoAryan as well as of similar formations in New Indo-Aryan languages (without offering a detailed analysis of the New Indo-Aryan material). In the concluding Sections 6 and 7 I offer a brief comparison of the grammaticalization scenario attested in Indo-Aryan with the scenario documented (or reconstructed) for the history of some other branches of Indo-European. On the basis of this comparison I will formulate a number of generalizations for a diachronic typology of reciprocal constructions and pronouns -one of the hitherto neglected domains of the typology of valency-changing categories.
Preliminary remarks and basic definitions 2.1 Synchronic and diachronic typology of reciprocal constructions: state-of-affairs
The last decade has witnessed a considerable progress in the typological study of reciprocal constructions. Our knowledge of this category is accumulated, above all, in the impressive compendium , a true encyclopaedia of reciprocals, as well as in a number of important studies, such as König and Gast 2008 and Evans 2011. Yet, there is a regrettable imbalance between synchronic and diachronic typological research in the field. On the one hand, we know a lot about the morphological, syntactic and semantic synchronic properties of reciprocal constructions; the above-listed studies conveniently summarize the most important features of reciprocals and offer a plethora of generalizations on this linguistic category. On the other hand, a systematic treatment of this category from a diachronic perspective is lacking: their rise, development and decline mostly remain on the periphery of typological research. This being the state of affairs, it seems advisable to initiate a diachronic typological study by collecting evidence from languages (language groups) with a history well-documented in texts for a sufficiently long period of time (around 1000 years or more). When approaching the history of a particular voice and valencychanging category, such as reciprocal, passive or causative, it might be useful to outline some kind of group (family) portrait of the relevant category, tracing it from the earliest attested texts in an ancient language (L 0 ) onwards up to its reflexes in the daughter languages (L 1 , L 2 etc.). Of particular interest would also be -if available -evidence from the sister languages of L 0 (L′, L″ etc.) , which can serve as a basis for a tentative reconstruction of the hypothetical history and possible sources of the category under study in the proto-language *L, as shown in Fig. 1 :
The Indo-Aryan group of the Indo-European language family is an almost ideal candidate for such a diachronic typological study of several linguistic categories, including reciprocal constructions.
For this branch, we have at our disposal an uninterrupted documented history for a period of more than 3,000 years, starting with Old Indo-Aryan (OIA), which can be roughly identified with (Vedic) Sanskrit. 1 Already by the middle Vedic period (i.e. by the middle of the first millennium B.C.), Sanskrit was no longer a spoken language, but co-existed, as a sacral language, with Middle IndoAryan vernaculars. Middle Indo-Aryan (MIA), attested from the 2nd half of the first millennium B.C. onwards, includes Pāli, Prakrits and Apabhraṃśa (for details, see Hinüber 1986 Hinüber /2001 . New Indo-Aryan (NIA), which covers the second millennium A.D., is represented by the modern Indic languages such as HindiUrdu, Bengali, Marathi, Sinhalese, etc.) .
This means that, in the case of Indo-Aryan, we possess rich material for a diachronic analysis of the valency-changing categories. On the one hand, the rich evidence collected by Indo-European comparative linguistics creates a good basis for hypotheses about the origin and possible sources of the morphological and syntactic categories attested in OIA and thus provides important material for a retrospective diachronic typological research. On the other hand, evidence from late Vedic and Middle Indo-Aryan texts as well as from New Indo-Aryan lan guages allows for a prospective diachronic study (how the OIA categories de velop into their reflexes in Middle and New Indo-Aryan).
In what follows, I will attempt to outline such a group portrait of the IndoAryan branch in the domain of reciprocal pronouns and reciprocal constructions, offering a preliminary analysis of the evolution of the Indo-Aryan iterated, or polyptotic, reciprocal pronouns, in a diachronic typological perspective, concentrating above all on the initial status of its evolution as documented in Old Indo-Aryan.
Basic definitions
The term 'reciprocal' is based on the notion of 'reciprocal situation', which suggests two or more participants, typically being in symmetrical relations to each other. 2 Accordingly, (verbal) forms and constructions that refer to such situations are termed 'reciprocal forms' and 'reciprocal constructions'. I will use the term 'canonical reciprocal' for the verbs and constructions with reciprocal relations between the participants expressed by the subject and direct object (to love each other, to hit each other).
Extremely rich evidence for a diachronic typology and study of the mechanisms of grammaticalization of reciprocal pronouns is furnished by Vedic Sanskrit, one of the most ancient attested Indo-European languages and the oldest documented Indo-Aryan language (the most ancient text, Rgveda (RV), can approximately be dated to the 2nd half of the second millennium BC). The Vedic reciprocal pronoun (RP) anyó . . . anyá-(anyo-'nya-, anyonya-) 3 represents the iteration of 2 I essentially follow here the terminology and classification as outlined in Geniušenė & Nedjalkov 2000; Nedjalkov 2007: 6-16 . 3 anyonya-results from the sandhi -as + a-→ -o-: anyas + anya-→ anyonya-. anyo-is the sandhi form of the singular masculine nominative anyás before voiced consonants and a; the grave accent on -ò-and the loss of the initial a of the second constituent of the reciprocal pronoun also result from the sandhi. the pronominal adjective anyá-'(an)other', thus literally meaning 'another . . . another'.
I will hereafter refer to pronouns of the type of Vedic anyó . . . anyá-(anyo-'nya-, anyonya-), i.e. pronouns based on the re-iteration of some element (usually an indefinite pronoun meaning 'one', '(an)other', or the like), as polyptotic.
In the following section I offer a detailed survey of the main stages of the grammaticalization of the Indo-Aryan pronoun anyonya-.
Grammaticalization of the Old Indo-Aryan
anyonya-: the main stages
Early Vedic (the early R gveda)
In the earliest documented period, that is, in the Rgveda (RV), reciprocal constructions with anyó . . . anyá-are still rare; this meaning is more often expressed by other markers: middle endings, the preverbs ví and sám, and the adverb mithás. We find only five attestations of this reciprocal proto-pronoun (quoted under (1)- (2), (5)). anyó(-)(a)nyá-is not yet grammaticalized as a single reciprocal pronoun. Its constituent parts are essentially autonomous lexical units, which can be separated by other words. Both parts of the 'proto-' or 'quasi-pronoun' agree in number and gender with the antecedent noun. The verbal form agrees with the first part of the reciprocal pronoun (RP), and thus appears in the singular, as in (1)- (2) The syntactic pattern attested with anyá-. . . anyá-in early Vedic is schematically represented in (I) (RM1 and RM2 stand for the first and second constituents of the reciprocal pronoun, S -for the noun denoting the group of participants of the reciprocal situation, or reciprocants, i.e. the antecedent of the reciprocal pronoun):
(I) RM1:nom S:gen.non-sg RM2:acc V:sg Notice that S:gen.non-sg should not be bracketed, since this argument is virtually obligatory in the construction; the lack of the genitive group in (1a) and (5b) is probably due to the occurrence of the genitive groups in adjacent lines (pādas), i.e. in (1b) and (5a), respectively.
The closely related Old Iranian language, Avestan, has a polyptotic reciprocal expression derived from the cognate Avestan pronoun aniia '(an)other' and built on the same model as the early Vedic anyá-. . . anyá-, aniiō. ainīm. It is interesting to note that the only occurrence of this pronoun attested in Old Avestan, in the Gāthas, as well as one occurrence in Young Avestan, show the same syntactic pattern, with the genitive of the an tecedent, cf. (3)- (4) The one who first among us will be deceitful (one) to another, will be deprived of these [bodies] .'
The constituent parts of the RP normally occur adjacent to one another as in (6)- (8) and (10), but they can also be separated by other word(s), as in (9). The singular form of RM1 and RM2 is not yet completely generalized: in the language of the second most ancient Vedic text, the Atharvaveda (c. 1000 B.C.), we find (relatively rare) examples such as (9) 
Inseparability
The constituents of the reciprocal pronoun anyò'nyá-are no longer found to be separated by other words, as in (9) 
Accentuation
In most accentuated middle Vedic texts (Taittirīya-Saṃhitā, Maitrāyaṇī Saṃhitā, Śatapatha-Brāhmaṇa), both parts of the RP bear accents: anyò-(a)nyá-(see Wackernagel 1905: 322-323) , as, for instance, in (13)- (15) Unfortunately, this is the only example of anyò-nya-, found in the TB, so that we cannot be sure whether this was a feature of the dialect of the TB (which is not impossible per se) or just a minor lapsus of the scribe.
Agreement properties of the constituents of the RP
The most instructive evidence for the history of the grammaticalization of the reciprocal marker is furnished by the history of the agreement properties of the constituents of the reciprocal pronoun.
(i) Number agreement
The reciprocal pronoun generalizes the singular form for both of its parts, so that examples such as (9)-(10) above are no longer possible.
(ii) Gender agreement The gender agreement of the constituent parts of the RP follows one of two patterns, (IIIa) and ( 
. anyó-[m]-anyá-[m/n/f]
According to the pattern schematized in (IIIa), both constituents of the RP agree in gender with the antecedent. This pattern is attested only in very few texts, in particular, in the relatively late Jaiminīya-Brāhmaṇa. Cf. (17), where both RM1 (anyā) and RM2 (anyāsyai) Most texts generalized the masculine form of the first constituent of the RP (anyo-) and thus follow the other agreement pattern, schematized in (IIIb). Thus, example (19) from the Pañcaviṃśa-Brāhmaṇa (a text closely related to the Jaiminīya-Brāhmaṇa), corresponding to (18), instantiates such a 'reduced' agreement: the feminine gender is only marked on the second constituent of the reciprocal pronoun, whereas the first component is in the masculine (anyo-, not **anyā-): (19) Furthermore, no text attests the neuter form anyád (distinct from the masculine only in the nominative and accusative, however) for either the first or the second constituent of the RP; that is, neither **anyad-anyad, nor **anyo-'nyad occur in texts. 7 Cf. (21), where the masculine form of the RM1 (anyò-nyásya) is used for neuter (**anyád-anyásya) according to this pattern: 
Further grammaticalization of anyo'nya-in late Vedic and post-Vedic Sanskrit
In late Vedic and post-Vedic Sanskrit the process of grammaticalization of anyo'nya-essentially comes to its end. A number of phenomena clearly show that its constituent parts lose the last features of independent forms, and the RP becomes completely fossilized as a single lexical unit. 
Agreement properties of the constituents of the RP

Constructions with non-subject antecedents
anyo'nya-can be used with non-subject antecedents, in particular, in objectoriented reciprocal constructions. Thus, in (23), RM2 receives the locative case as the oblique argument of the verb juhomi '(I) pour into', but RM1 is in the nominative form (anyò-), not in the accusative (**anyám), thus not agreeing in case with its accusative antecedent gharmáu 'oblations': (23) 
Adverbial usages
In the post-Vedic period (in particular, in Epic Sanskrit), we also find the fossilized (adverbial) form anyonyam employed in constructions where the grammatical case of the second constituent of the RP (i.e. accusative) does not correspond to the case pattern of the verb. For instance, in (24) 
Compounds with anyonya-
Yet another phenomenon which points to the further grammaticalization of anyonya-is the rise of compounds of the type anyonya-X, meaning 'mutual, reciprocal X'.
The Note that these four patterns do not necessarily represent the subsequent chronological stages. In particular, the more consistent agreement pattern attested in the JB (a relatively late text, which must be dated to the end of the Vedic period) may merely betray an artificial archaism, rather than an old feature of this text.
Other polyptotic reciprocal pronouns in Old
Indo-Aryan: itaretara-and paras-paraAlongside anyó (a)nyá-, there are two other polyptotic reciprocal pronouns with a similar structure (and probably built on its model), itaretara-and paras-para-. Both are first attested at the end of the Vedic period and, in fact, should be qualified as essentially post-Vedic forms.
itaretara-
The form itaretara-is derived from the pronominal adjective itara-'(an)other'. It appears at the very end of the Vedic period and remains less common than anyonya-. Its inner structure is less clear than that of anyonya-. It might be based either on the bare stem (itara-itara-), or on the nominative singular feminine form (itarā-itara- In the Epics, itaretara-is much less common than the two other reciprocal pronouns, anyó-(a)nyá-and paras-para-. It only occurs twice in the Rāmāyaṇa (both attestations in book 6), and a few dozen times in the Mahābhārata. Curiously enough, itaretara-is somewhat less rare in book 6 of the Mahābhārata, where the ratio of anyonya-, paraspara-and itaretara- On the basis of the rare attestations of itaretara-in late Vedic and post-Vedic Sanskrit, one may assume that, at least in some texts -in particular, in the Rāmāyaṇa -this pronoun was (almost) exclusively used with dual antecedents, cf. (30)-(33). 10 The opposite is not true, however: we find numerous examples of constructions with the RPs anyonya-and paraspara-with dual antecedents; see Section 4.3 for details and examples. Note, in particular, that in (33) anyonya-and itaretara-are used interchangeably in similar contexts, with no difference in meaning.
paras-para-
Like itaretara-, the pronoun paras-para-is a post-Vedic form (one of its earliest occurrences is found in a Śrauta-Sūtra, at Vaikhānasa-Śrauta-Sūtra 8.7:84.12, i.e. at the very end of the Vedic period). It represents the iteration of the pronominal adjective para-'far, other, different, alien, foreign', as in (35) 
anyonya-vs. paraspara-
Correlation with the number of antecedent?
Generally, no difference in meaning between reciprocal constructions with anyonya-and paraspara-can be observed. According to Richter (1898: 49) , paraspara-is mostly used with two reciprocants; in other words, paraspara-is allegedly employed with dual antecedents, while the usage of anyonya-is supposed to be limited to the plural antecedents. This formulation is reproduced in standard grammars, in particular, by Wackernagel (1905: 324) and Renou (1930: 380) . Yet, evidence from most texts does not support this assumption. In some texts we can only surmise a weak tendency to select the RP in accordance with Richter's rule. Thus, in the Rāmāyaṇa, approximately 2/3 of the total amount of the occurrences of anyonya-are attested in constructions with the antecedent in the plural, as in (37) To sum up, it is virtually impossible to find sufficient evidence for consistent usages of anyonya-and paraspara-in accordance with Richter's rule. 11 It seems that in most texts both RPs could be used interchangeably, with no semantic 11 The source of this ghost rule is unclear. Perhaps it was inspired by the deceptive parallelism with the situation in Latin, where we find two polyptotic reciprocal pronouns: alter alterum (in the case of two reciprocants) and alius alium (for more than two reciprocants); see Section 6.4 below. difference. It is also very likely that, in metrical texts, the selection of the RP could be mainly conditioned by metrical reasons: the stem anyonya-is trisyllabic, while paraspara-is quadrisyllabic. 12 Finally, some texts show obvious preference for one of these two forms. Thus, Pañcatantra only attests paraspara-(approx. 30 times) and, once, itaretara-, while anyonya-does not occur in this text. 13 It is interesting to note that the only attestation of itaretara-appears in a verse (adjacent to paraspara-) and thus the choice of the reciprocal pronoun is likely to be due to metrical factors: (42) However, as we shall see in the following section, in at least one Classical Sanskrit text anyonya-and paraspara-are semantically opposed to each other.
anyonya-vs. paraspara-: a semantic opposition in Kauṭilīya's "Arthaśāstra"
In Kauṭilīya's "Arthaśāstra" (KA), an ancient Indian treatise on statecraft, economic policy and military art (written probably at the turn of the Christian era), anyonya-and paraspara-are neatly opposed to each other in their usage. paras-para-is used with hostile, inimical activities with negative consequences (this type of the reciprocal situation will hereafter be referred to as 'negative'), while anyonya-is employed in contexts of friendly or neutral activities. 14 Cf. a few examples of constructions and compounds with anyonya-and paraspara-that clearly illustrate this semantic opposition:
12 The rarer itaretara-with its quintisyllabic stem may offer yet another metrical option. 13 Counts from the electronic edition based on ed. by Ramchandra Jha (available at http://www. sub.uni-goettingen.de/ebene_1/fiindolo/gretil/1_sanskr/5_poetry/4_narr/vispancu.htm). 14 For a detailed discussion of evidence from this text, see Kulikov (forthc) . (43) parasparābhiyoga-(KA 3.11.33) 'mutual accusation', paraspara-dveṣa-(KA 9.6.26) 'mutual hatred', paraspara-hiṃsā-(KA 3.9.28) 'mutual damage'.
It cannot be ruled out that some other late Sanskrit texts contemporary to Kauṭilīya could make a similar distinction between the usages of anyonya-and paraspara-, but, so far, I have been unable to come across the opposition between anyonya-and paraspara-in other Sanskrit texts.
From a linguistic or typological point of view, the semantic opposition 'inimical' ~ 'non-inimical' (negative ~ neutral) is unique: it seems not to occur in other languages of the world. At any rate, it is not attested in the ample language sample of the fundamental five volume encyclopaedia of reciprocal constructions ). In the case of the variety of Sanskrit attested in the Arthaśāstra, we may be confronted with an invention of Kauṭilīya, the author of the text, probably based on the semantic difference between anyá-'(an)other' and para-'other, foreign, alien'.
Polyptotic reciprocal pronouns in Middle and
New Indo-Aryan languages
Middle Indic reflexes of the OIA reciprocal pronouns
The Old Indo-Aryan reciprocal pronoun is further continued by its reflexes in Middle Indo-Aryan (MIA). Thus in Pāli we find the reciprocal pronoun based on the iteration of the Pāli word for 'another', añña-(< OIA anyá-). From the syntactic point of view, MIA constructions are essentially similar (or, to be more exact, isomorphic) to the late Sanskrit constructions with anyo'nya-(cf. (IV)): the first constituent part of the reciprocal pronoun (RM1) is fossilized in one particular form, while the second part (RM2) takes different case forms of the singular paradigm, depending on the syntactic construction; and the verbal form agrees in number with the non-singular antecedent. Constructions with the verb in the singular form (of the type one loves another) are not infrequent either, cf. (50). The main morphological difference from the OIA pendant is the form of the first constituent (RM1), which is the accusative singular (masculine) aññaṃ, instead of the nominative singular masculine in OIA, i.e. the pronoun takes the form aññam-añña-, cf.: The only alleged occurrence of the form añño añña-mentioned in the Pāli-English dictionary of the Pali Text Society (Rhys Davids and Stede 1921-1925: 13) , with RM1 in the nominative and thus directly corresponding to the OIA anyo'nya-, appears in a reciprocal context, quite in accordance with its characterization in the dictionary, but instantiates a free collocation of the indefinite pronoun, rather than a single lexical unit, i.e., it is not a grammaticalized reciprocal pronoun in this example:
(52) Pāli (Dhammapada 165) suddhī asuddhi paccattaṃ na∪ añño purity:nom.sg impurity:nom.sg separately not another:nom.sg.m aññaṃ visodhaye another:acc.sg purify:pres:3sg.opt.act 'Purity and impurity depend on oneself (lit. are separately). One cannot purify another.' Alongside very few (one or two) isolated attestations of reciprocal añño añña-(e.g. Ap 33 aññoññaṃ byākaronti 'they explain to each other') that may instantiate rare direct continuations of the original OIA form anyo'nya-(perhaps a secondary replacement under the influence of the Sanskrit form?), the direct reflex of OIA anyo'nya-is only found in Pāli as the first member of a few compounds, such as aññoñña-nissita-(cf. (53) More archaic are some other Prakrits, where we find such forms of the reciprocal pronoun as aṇṇŏṇṇa-(in Māhārāṣṭrī, Ardhamāgadhī, Jaina-Māhārāṣṭrī and Śaurasenī) or aṇṇuṇṇa-(Māhārāṣṭrī); see Pischel 1900: 73-74. Very rare are the reflexes of another OIA reciprocal pronoun, paraspara-(quite remarkably, with the preservation of the original morphological structure, that is with the RM1 in the nominative). The only attestation registered in the Pāli-English dictionary of the Pali Text Society (Rhys Davids and Stede 1921-1925: 418) is paro para-found in Sn 148 and quoted under (50).
Reciprocal pronouns in New Indo-Aryan (NIA)
The Middle Indic aṇṇaṇṇa-etc. find their continuation in a few NIA languages, in particular, in Sindhi unun 'mutually' (see, in particular, Turner 1962 Turner -1966 . However, in some other NIA languages, the reflexes of the OIA anyo'nya-have been replaced by the polyptotic pronoun based on another pronominal stem, OIA eka-'one', built on the same model as Pāli aññam-añña--that is, with the RM1 fossilized in the accusative form in -m. This is the case, for instance, with Gujarati ekmek (see Mistry 2000: 241) and Marathi ekǝmek (see Wali 2000: 518) , as in the following Marathi example:
(54) Marathi (Dhongḍe and Wali 2009: 269) ya mulī ekǝmek-a wiruddhǝ cuglya sang-t-at those girls each.other-obl against complain tell-impf-fpl 'Those girls complain against each other.'
It is interesting to note that this typologically rather unusual morphological model with the accusative of the first constituent of the reciprocal pronoun has parallels in Dravidian languages, where we also find polyptotic formations with the accusative marking of the first constituent, as demonstrated in Subbarao and Saxena 1987: 128-134 This parallelism may point to a possible source of the innovative morphological model with RM1 in the accusative that emerges in Indo-Aryan as early as at the beginning of the Middle Indic period (that is, presumably, in the middle of the first millennium B.C.). It is very likely that the linguistic contacts with Dravidianspeaking groups that had substantially increased by that time could trigger this change in the morphological structure of the polyptotic reciprocal pronoun, or, at least, that it was a shared innovation, common for both (Middle) Indo-Aryan and (Old) Dravidian languages.
Polyptotic reciprocal pronouns in other Indo-European languages: Different grammaticalization patterns
To conclude, it will be in order to take a look at the syntactic patterns attested with cognate or functionally parallel reciprocal pronouns in other Indo-European languages, especially in those which preserve the rich Indo-European gendernumber-case morphology. Polyptotic reciprocal pronouns of the same type (i.e. pronouns that represent the iteration of the indefinite pronoun meaning 'another') are also attested in several other Indo-European languages, cf. Greek ἀλλήλουϛ, Latin alius alium, etc. (see Krisch 1999) . 15
Old Iranian: Avestan evidence
For Avestan, in spite of the scarcity of evidence, we can surmise the development starting from the syntactic pattern attested both in early Vedic (in the language of the Rgveda) and Old Avestan (cf. (3)) (which, as mentioned in Section 3.1, may tentatively be reconstructed for Proto-Indo-Iranian as well) towards the pattern with the generalized plural form of the 2nd constituent of the reciprocal pronoun, as instantiated in (57) 
Greek
In Greek, we find a complete paradigm of reciprocal pronouns built on the same model as OIA anyo'nya-, but with the first constituent (RM1) fossilized in the stem form (as, for instance, in ἀλλήλους [allḗlous] , where ḗ results from the merger of two a's: alla-alo- < *allo-allo-) 16 and the second constituent (RM2) agreeing with the antecedent in number (plural or dual, the latter only being possible in the earlier language), case and gender; see, for instance, Revuelta Puigdollers (2012) . The paradigm of the reciprocal pronoun in Ancient Greek thus includes a plethora of forms (see, e.g., Mastronarde 2013: 210) 
Reciprocal pronoun in Slavic (drug druga)
In several Slavic languages, in particular, in Russian, we also find a polyptotic reciprocal pronoun built on the same model as anyo'nya--drug drug-(with the first constituent fossilized in the nominative singular form and the second constituent that can take oblique case form), as in (62)- (63) Later the masculine form has been generalized for both constituents of the reciprocal pronoun.
Latin
In Latin, we find a few reciprocal pronouns, which include three polyptotic formations: alter alterum (for two reciprocants); alius alium (for more than two reciprocants); alter utrum (in Late Latin); and uter uterum (attested only in the earlier language); see, in particular, Fanelli (2009 ), Bortolussi (2010 ), and Nkollo (2013 , with a detailed overview of further developments in some Romance languages. They can be employed in constructions with the verbal form in the singular (cf. the early Vedic and Old Avestan pattern), as in (67), or in the plural, as in (68) In the present paper I have demonstrated that Vedic texts attest the gradual grammaticalization of the form anyó . . . anyá-from a combination of two independent words to one single lexical unit -a polyptotic reciprocal pronoun. On the basis of evidence from Vedic and other Indo-European languages, we are able to reconstruct some features of the PIE reciprocal constructions. In particular, there are good reasons to restore for PIE the construction with the polyptotic reciprocal form *ali ̯os 18 . . . ali ̯om (masculine) / *ali ̯ā . . . ali ̯ām (feminine). This collocation was not yet grammaticalized as a single lexical unit in the proto-language (and thus probably cannot be labelled 'pronoun'): both of its parts agree with the antecedent and can be separated by other word(s). Yet, evidence available from various Indo-European languages reveals the general tendency to grammaticalize this proto-pronoun as early as in the oldest dialects of Proto-Indo-European.
Comparing this reconstructed pattern with evidence available from the sister languages (cf. L 0 ~ L′, L″ etc. in Fig. 1 , Section 2.1), we observe at least three important types of diachronic evolution of the original syntactic pattern reconstructed for Proto-Indo-European, which thus furnishes rich material for a diachronic typology of reciprocal pronouns and reciprocal constructions.
(i) The most stable type is attested by Latin constructions with alter alterum, alius alium and a verbal form in the singular, which preserve the original pattern with the relatively free, not completely grammaticalized, constituent parts of the reciprocal proto-pronoun essentially intact.
(ii) Generalization of the plural form of RM2 is attested in Greek and, probably, in Young Avestan, which, quite interestingly, differs in that respect from the closely related Vedic.
Finally, the most radical type of grammaticalization is found in Old IndoAryan, which, curiously enough, partly shares this type of development with the Slavic branch. Here we observe (iii) generalization of the singular form for both constituents of the reciprocal pronoun, accompanied by the loss of gender agreement with the antecedent. The final part of this diachronic scenario is also presumably attested in Slavic -here we observe the generalization of the masculine form in Russian, as opposed to Old Church Slavonic and (early) Old Russian (where feminine forms of the constituents are still possible).
Grammaticalization of reciprocal pronouns and degrammaticalization of the middle diathesis
From the end of the early Vedic period onwards constructions with anyo'nya oust the archaic morphological reciprocals with the preverbs ví-(going back to PIE *dui-'twice, in two') and sám 'together' and middle inflexion as well as reciprocal constructions with the adverb mithás 'mutually' (see Kulikov 2002; Kulikov 2007: 716-727) .
It is important to note that this process runs parallel to another crucial development in the Indo-Aryan verbal syntax (for details, see Kulikov 2012) . The Proto-Indo-European middle is likely to have been employed as a syncretic marker of several intransitive derivations in the proto-language. In Vedic Sanskrit we observe the loss of many original functions of the middle type of inflexion that can be reconstructed for the Proto-Indo-European middle. In particular, the middle loses virtually all intransitivizing functions: passive, anticausative (decausative), reflexive, and reciprocal. This suggests that the diathesis opposition, albeit physically preserved in the paradigm, loses a large part of its grammatical content. Accordingly, this process can be qualified as the degrammati calization of the middle, and of the middle/active opposition in general. This degrammaticalization is parallel to, and supported by, the grammaticalization of several new categories, such as passives with the suffix -yá-, reflexives with the reflexive pronoun ātmán-(originally meaning 'breath') and reciprocals with anyo'nya. 
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